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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 1-23 are presented for examination. 

Priority 

Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which papers have 
been placed of record in the file. The priority date granted is February 11, 2003. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The reference listed in the information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted February 10, 2004 
was considered. The submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Form 
PTO-1449 is signed and attached. 

Oath/Declaration 

The Oath filed June 29, 2004 complies with all the requirements set forth in MPEP 602 and 
therefore is accepted. 

Drawings 

The drawings submitted February 10, 2004 are accepted. 



Specification 

The specification filed February 10, 2004 is objected to because: 
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On page 6, paragraphs 0023 and 0024 recite various versions of "computer readable 
medium". It is suggested to applicant to use uniform language throughout the 
specification. It is not clear if Applicant intended "computer readable medium", 
"computer readable recording medium" and "computer readable recording media" to 
be all the same. Examiner presumes that they are all the same. 
Appropriate correction is requested. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

In line 2 ? "checking a checksum" should be "checking the checksum" to create proper 

antecedent since claim 7 depends on claim 1 . 
Appropriate correction is requested. 

Claim 10 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

- In line 3, "a microcomputer that performs the program" should recite "a 
microcomputer that executes the predetermined program". 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 22 and 23 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

- The claims recite "computer readable medium" and "computer readable media" and it 
is not clear if they are the same as "computer readable recording medium" and 
"computer readable recording media". Applicant is urged to use uniform language 
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throughout the claims to avoid confusion. Examiner presumes all four refer to the 
same thing. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 

particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 

the invention. Claims 2-9 depend from independent claim 1 and inherently include 

limitations there in and are rejected as well. 

Claim 1 recites: 

A method of calculating and writing a checksum in a memory, comprising: 

- calculating a first checksum by reading values from the memory and summing the 
read values; 

- calculating a first mode checksum by subtracting values written in a predetermined 
area of the memory from the first checksum; 

- initializing a second checksum to be zero if the first mode checksum does not meet a 
predetermined condition; 

calculating a second mode checksum by inverting the second checksum and adding 
the inverted second checksum to the first mode checksum; and 

- writins the inverted second checksum value in the predetermined area of the 
memory, if the second mode checksum is equal 3 to the second checksum. 

It is not clear how first mode checksum is calculated since the claim makes no mention of 
writing the first checksum to the memory in the previous step. It only mentions to calculate the 
first checksum by reading and summing the values from the memory. 
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Also, it is unclear if the values mentioned for calculating the first mode checksum are 
same values mentioned for calculating the first checksum. 

The claim does not make clear what values are being subtracted. The Examiner would 
like to point out that claim does not mention what value(s) is being subtracted from what 
value(s). 

The claim states to "initialize a second checksum to be zero if the first mode checksum 
does not meet a predetermined condition" and makes to mention on what if the predetermined 
condition is not met. In other words what happens to the process if the predetermined condition 
is not satisfied. Does the system crash? Does it retry? The claim is vague and indefinite. 

Similarly, the claim states to "write the inverted checksum value. . .if the second mode 
checksum is equal to the second checksum" and does not indicate what happens if the second 
mode checksum is not equal to the second checksum. The claim is vague and indefinite. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

It is not clear how the second checksum can be increased by one to calculate the second 
mode checksum and then increased again by 1 to calculated the second mode checksum if they 
are not equal. The claim language is vague and indefinite. 

In lines 2-3 , the claim states, ". . .the increasing of the second checksum by one. . is 
making reference to the first indication of the increasing but makes no sense in the way it is 
written. The claim language is vague and indefinite. 
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Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. Claims 11-21 depend from independent claim 10 and inherently include 
limitations there in and are rejected as well. 

Claim 10 recites: 

An apparatus for checking a checksum, comprising: 

a memory that stores a predetermined program and a checksum; 
a microcomputer that performs the program stored in the memory, reads the 
checksum stored in the memory, inverts the checksum read from the memory, and 
outputs the inverted checksum; and 

- a checksum calculator that calculates and writes the checksum into the memory by: 
calculating a first checksum by reading values from the memory and summing the 
read values, calculating a first mode checksum by subtracting values written in a 
predetermined area of the memory from the first checksum, initializing a second 
checksum to be zero if the first mode checksum does not meet a predetermined 
condition, calculating a second mode checksum by inverting the second checksum 
and adding the inverted second checksum to the first mode checksum; and 

- i£the second mode checksum is equal to the second checksum, writing the inverted 
second checksum value in the predetermined area of the memory. 

It is not clear how first mode checksum is calculated since the claim makes no mention of 
writing the first checksum to the memory in the previous step. It only mentions to calculate the 
first checksum by reading and summing the values from the memory. 

Also, it is unclear if the values mentioned for calculating the first mode checksum are 
same values mentioned for calculating the first checksum. 

The claim does not make clear what values are being subtracted. The Examiner would 
like to point out that claim does not mention what value(s) is being subtracted from what 
value(s). 



Application/Control Number: 10/775,025 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2133 

The claim states to "initialize a second checksum to be zero if the first mode checksum 
does not meet a predetermined condition" and makes to mention on what if the predetermined 
condition is not met. In other words what happens to the process if the predetermined condition 
is not satisfied. The claim is vague and indefinite. 

Similarly, the claim states to "write the inverted checksum value. . .if the second mode 
checksum is equal to the second checksum" and does not indicate what happens if the second 
mode checksum is not equal to the second checksum. The claim is vague and indefinite. 

Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

It is not clear how the second checksum can be increased by one to calculate the second 
mode checksum and then increased again by 1 to calculated the second mode checksum if they 
are not equal. The claim language is vague and indefinite. 

In lines 2-3, the claim states, ". . .the increasing of the second checksum by one. . ." is 
making reference to the first indication of the increasing but makes no sense in the way it is 
written. The claim language is vague and indefinite. 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. Claim 23 depend from independent claim 22 and inherently include 
limitations there in and are rejected as well. 
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Claim 22 recites: 

A computer readable medium on which a program for implementing a method of 
calculating and writing a checksum in a memory is stored, wherein the method 
comprises: 

- calculating a first checksum by reading values from the memory and summing the 
read values; 

- calculating a first mode checksum by subtractins values written in a predetermined 
area of the memory from the first checksum: and 

- initializing a second checksum to be zero if the first mode checksum does not meet 
a predetermined condition: 

calculating a second mode checksum by inverting the second checksum and adding 
the inverted second checksum to the first mode checksum; and 

- writing the inverted second checksum value in the predetermined area of the 
memory, if the second mode checksum is equal to the second checksum. 

It is not clear how first mode checksum is calculated since the claim makes no mention of 
writing the first checksum to the memory in the previous step. It only mentions to calculate the 
first checksum by reading and summing the values from the memory. 

Also, it is unclear if the values mentioned for calculating the first mode checksum are 
same values mentioned for calculating the first checksum. 

The claim does not make clear what values are being subtracted. The Examiner would 
like to point out that claim does not mention what value(s) is being subtracted from what 
value(s). 

The claim states to "initialize a second checksum to be zero if the first mode checksum 
does not meet a predetermined condition" and makes to mention on what if the predetermined 
condition is not met. In other words what happens to the process if the predetermined condition 
is not satisfied. The claim is vague and indefinite. 
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Similarly, the claim states to "write the inverted checksum value. ..if the second mode 
checksum is equal to the second checksum" and does not indicate what happens if the second 
mode checksum is not equal to the second checksum. The claim is vague and indefinite. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and usefiil process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claim 1 is rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 1 recites: 

A method of calculating and writing a checksum in a memory, comprising: 

calculating a first checksum by reading values from the memory and summing the 
read values; 

- calculating a first mode checksum by subtracting values written in a predetermined 
area of the memory from the first checksum; 

initializing a second checksum to be zero if the first mode checksum does not meet a 
predetermined condition; 

- calculating a second mode checksum by inverting the second checksum and adding 
the inverted second checksum to the first mode checksum; and 

writing the inverted second checksum value in the predetermined area of the 
memory, if the second mode checksum is equal to the second checksum. 

The claim language recites conditional language that raises a question as to whether the method 
would be statutory when the condition is met and when it is not met. It is the end result of the 
process that is analyzed in order to determine if the claimed process yields a useful, concrete and 
tangible result. See MPEP 2106. 

The claim makes no mention to what happens if the second mode checksum is not equal 
to the second checksum. The end result of the process is writing the inverted second checksum 



Application/Control Number: 10/775,025 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2133 

value in the predetermined area of the memory, if the condition (second mode checksum = 
second checksum) is met. Hence the writing step makes the result of the process tangible only 
when the condition is met. In the case when the condition is not met (i.e., second mode 
checksum not equal to second checksum), it appears that the end result would be the previous 
step, ..calculating a second mode checksum by inverting the second checksum and adding the 
inverted second checksum to the first mode checksum... " which may be useful and concrete but 
not tangible since the calculated checksum value is not recited as being used in a disclosed 
practical application or at least made available for use for some form of conveyance (i.e., stored 
in memory). Therefore, claim as recited is not statutory under 35 USC 101 . 

Claim 2 is rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

In the same line of reasoning with claim 1 , claim 2 only further limits claim 1 by stating to, 
"repeating the calculating of the second mode checksum... if the second mode checksum is 
not the same as the second checksum." Although, claim 2 provides an additional process in the 
case when condition of claim 1 is not met (second mode checksum = second checksum), it does 
not make the end result tangible because the calculated checksum value is not recited as being 
used in a disclosed practical application or at least made available for use for some form of 
conveyance (i.e., stored in memory). Therefore, claim as recited is not statutory under 35 USC 
101. See MPEP 2106. 

Claims 3-7 and 9 are rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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Although claims 3-7 and 9 further limit claim 1, they do not cure the problem stated above. Nor 
do claims 3-7 and 9 impact the end result of claim 1 for usefulness, concrete and tangible is 
purposes. 



Claim 8 is not rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The Examiner would like to point out that claim 8 (if incorporated into claim 1) would make 
claim 1 statutory under 35 USC 101. Claim 8 further limits claim 1 by, ".••selectively 
displaying at least one of the first checksum, the first mode checksum, the second 
checksum, and the second mode checksum on a display that is external to the memory." In 

other words, claim 8 makes the end result tangible by displaying the calculation of the previous 
step in claim 1, when the end condition of claim 1 is not met (i.e., second mode checksum = 
second checksum). 



Claim 10 is rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 10 recites: 

An apparatus for checking a checksum, comprising: 

a memory that stores a predetermined program and a checksum; 

- a microcomputer that performs the program stored in the memory, reads the 
checksum stored in the memory, inverts the checksum read from the memory, and 
outputs the inverted checksum; and 

a checksum calculator that calculates and writes the checksum into the memory by: 
calculating a first checksum by reading values from the memory and summing the 
read values, calculating a first mode checksum by subtracting values written in a 
predetermined area of the memory from the first checksum, initializing a second 
checksum to be zero if the first mode checksum does not meet a predetermined 
condition, calculating a second mode checksum by inverting the second checksum 
and adding the inverted second checksum to the first mode checksum; and 

- if the second mode checksum is equal to the second checksum, writing the inverted 
second checksum value in the predetermined area of the memory. 
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The claim language recites conditional language that raises a question as to whether the method 
would be statutory when the condition is met and when it is not met. It is the end result of the 
process that is analyzed in order to determine if the claimed process yields a useful, concrete and 
tangible result. See MPEP 2106. 

The claim makes no mention to what happens if the second mode checksum is not equal 
to the second checksum. The end result of the process is writing the inverted second checksum 
value in the predetermined area of the memory, if the condition (second mode checksum = 
second checksum) is met. Hence the writing step makes the result of the process tangible only 
when the condition is met. In the case when the condition is not met (i.e., second mode 
checksum not equal to second checksum), it appears that the end result would be the previous 
step, ". . .calculating a second mode checksum by inverting the second checksum and adding the 
inverted second checksum to the first mode checksum... " which may be useful and concrete but 
not tangible since the calculated checksum value is not recited as being used in a disclosed 
practical application or at least made available for use for some form of conveyance (i.e., stored 
in memory). Therefore, claim as recited is not statutory under 35 USC 101. 

Claim 11 is rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

In the same line of reasoning with claim 10, claim 1 1 only further limits claim 10 by stating to, 
"...repeats the calculating of the second mode checksum... if the second mode checksum is 
not the same as the second checksum." Although, claim 1 1 provides an additional process in 
the case when condition of claim 10 is not met (second mode checksum = second checksum), it 
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does not make the end result tangible because the calculated checksum value is not recited as 
being used in a disclosed practical application or at least made available for use for some form of 
conveyance (i.e., stored in memory). Therefore, claim as recited is not statutory under 35 USC 
101. See MPEP2106. 

Claims 12-15 and 19-21 are rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Although claims 12-15 and 19-21 further limit claim 10, they do not cure the problem stated 
above. Nor do claims 12-15 and 19-21 impact the end result of claim 10 for usefulness, concrete 
and tangible is purposes. 

Claims 16-18 are not rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The Examiner would like to point out that any of claims 16-18 (if incorporated into claim 10) 
would make claim 10 statutory under 35 USC 101. Claims 16-18 further limit claim 10 by, "...a 
display to selectively display at least one of the first checksum, the first mode checksum, the 
second checksum, the second mode checksum and the inverted second mode checksum..." 

In other words, claims 16-18 make the end result tangible by displaying the calculation of the 
previous step in claim 10, when the end condition of claim 10 is not met (i.e., second mode 
checksum = second checksum). 

Claim 22 is rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 22 recites: 

A computer readable medium on which a program for implementing a method of 
calculating and writing a checksum in a memory is stored, wherein the method 
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comprises: 

- calculating a first checksum by reading values from the memory and summing the 
read values; 

- calculating a first mode checksum by subtracting values written in a predetermined 
area of the memory from the first checksum; and 

- initializing a second checksum to be zero if the first mode checksum does not meet a 
predetermined condition; 

- calculating a second mode checksum by inverting the second checksum and adding 
the inverted second checksum to the first mode checksum; and 

writing the inverted second checksum value in the predetermined area of the 
memory, if the second mode checksum is equal to the second checksum. 

Firstly, the claim recites, . .computer readable medium.. which is defined in the specification 
(paragraphs 23 and 24, quoted below) as carrier wave. It is not clear if Applicant intended 
"computer readable medium", "computer readable recording medium" and "computer readable 
recording media" to be all the same. Assuming that they are all the same, it is clear that a 
"computer readable medium" may be a "carrier wave" which is not statutory under 35 USC 101 . 
Applicant may overcome this by replacing "computer readable medium" with "CD-ROM" or the 
like. 

The present invention may be embodied as a computer code, which can be 
read by a computer, on a computer readable recording medium. The computer 
readable recording medium includes all manner and types of recording 
apparatuses on which computer readable data are stored. 

The computer readable recording media includes at least storage media 
such as magnetic storage media (e.g., ROM's, floppy disks, hard disks, etc.), 
optically readable media (e.g., CD-ROMs, DVDs, etc.), and carrier waves (e.g., 
transmissions over the Internet). Also, the computer readable recording media 
can be distributed to computer systems connected through a network and can be 
stored and executed as a computer readable code in a distributed mode. 

Secondly, the claim recites ". . .a program for implementing. . ." and thus does not recite the 



execution actually being performed. A program for doing something and actually using the 
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program to do it is not the same. It implies the program could potentially perform the method. 
Applicant may overcome this by removing "for" in the claim. 

Thirdly, the claim language recites conditional language that raises a question as to whether the 
method would be statutory when the condition is met and when it is not met. It is the end result 
of the process that is analyzed in order to determine if the claimed process yields a useful, 
concrete and tangible result. See MPEP 2106. 

The claim makes no mention to what happens if the second mode checksum is not equal 
to the second checksum. The end result of the process is writing the inverted second 
checksum value in the predetermined area of the memory, if the condition (second mode 
checksum = second checksum) is met. Hence the writing step makes the result of the 
process tangible only when the condition is met. In the case when the condition is not met 
(i.e., second mode checksum not equal to second checksum), it appears that the end 
result would be the previous step, ". ..calculating a second mode checksum by inverting 
the second checksum and adding the inverted second checksum to the first mode 
checksum... " which may be useful and concrete but not tangible since the calculated 
checksum value is not recited as being used in a disclosed practical application or at least 
made available for use for some form of conveyance (i.e., stored in memory). Therefore, 
claim as recited is not statutory under 35 USC 101 . 

Claim 23 is rejected as being directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 23 recites: 
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The computer readable medium of claim 22, wherein the computer readable 
media is distributed to a computer system connected through a network and is 
stored and executed as a computer readable code in a distributed mode. 

The Examiner would like to point out that since claim 23 depends from claim 22 and does not 
rectify the issues under 35 USC 101 for claim 22, the same rejections and reasoning applies. 

Firstly, the claim recites, ". . .computer readable medium. . which is defined in the specification 
(paragraphs 23 and 24, quoted below) as carrier wave. It is not clear if Applicant intended 
"computer readable medium", "computer readable recording medium" and "computer readable 
recording media" to be all the same. Assuming that they are all the same, it is clear that a 
"computer readable medium" may be a "carrier wave" which is not statutory under 35 USC 101 . 
Applicant may overcome this by replacing "computer readable medium" with "CD-ROM" or the 
like. 

Secondly, the claim depends from claim 22, which recites ". . .a program for implementing. . ." 
and thus does not recite the execution actually being performed. A program for doing something 
and actually using the program to do it is not the same. It implies the program could potentially 
perform the method. Applicant may overcome this by removing "for" in the claim. 

Thirdly, the claim language of claim 22 recites conditional language that raises a question as to 
whether the method would be statutory when the condition is met and when it is not met. It is the 
end result of the process that is analyzed in order to determine if the claimed process yields a 
useful, concrete and tangible result. See MPEP 2106. 
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The claim makes no mention to what happens if the second mode checksum is not equal 
to the second checksum. The end result of the process is writing the inverted second 
checksum value in the predetermined area of the memory, if the condition (second mode 
checksum = second checksum) is met. Hence the writing step makes the result of the 
process tangible only when the condition is met. In the case when the condition is not met 
(i.e., second mode checksum not equal to second checksum), it appears that the end 
result would be the previous step, "...calculating a second mode checksum by inverting 
the second checksum and adding the inverted second checksum to the first mode 
checksum... " which may be useful and concrete but not tangible since the calculated 
checksum value is not recited as being used in a disclosed practical application or at least 
made available for use for some form of conveyance (i.e., stored in memory). Therefore, 
claim as recited is not statutory under 35 USC 101. 
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Conclusion 



Upon receiving a response from the Applicant, including claim amendments, the 
Examiner reserves the right to perform another search and reject the claims on prior art if 
applicable. Relevant art has been cited herein, however not applicable. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mujtaba K. Chaudry whose telephone number is 571-272-3817. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur 9-7:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert DeCady can be reached on 571-272-3819. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Mujtaba Chaupry 
Art Unit 2133 
November 21, 2006 



